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Attachment 11

PARADIGM 1:
A PROPOSAL FOR A COMPREHENSIVE
HIGH SCHOOL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

Origi
This proposal for a comprehensive high school assessment system originated in
discussions with the State Board of Education in a series of public meetings and retreats. It
found considerable support and elaboration among stakeholder groups around the state, including
students and the teachers who will ultimately determine the success or failure of any such
proposal. Teacher responses came from after-school faculty meetings and focus groups meeting
for periods of three or more hours. Above all else, teachers liked the balance between state and
local control in determining student competence. This proposal represents a synthesis of input

on student assessment from stakeholder groups around the State of Maryland.

The principal goal of this proposal is to ensure that graduates from Maryland’s high
schools in the 21st century are successful

® In post-secondary education and other lifelong learning opportunities,

® Inan increasingly volatile workplace and competitive economy, and

® In their personal and social lives.

To achieve these goals, the State Board of Education intends to raise standards for
academic achievement in English, mathematics, science, social studies, and Skills for Success
and to hold every student accountable for learning that required content. A comprehensive
assessment system must

® Ensure uniformity of standards across classrooms, schools, and LEAs in the State of

Maryland;

® Provide students across the state with equitable opportunities to demonstrate

competence in the state-mandated learning goals; and

e Provide students, teachers, parents, schools, LEAs, and the State Board of Education

with timely, reliable, and valid data on individual student competence in the learning

goals.



Assumptjops

Any proposal is based on assumptions. They should be made explicit to better understand

the proposal. The assumptions undergirding this proposal are:

1

10.

High expectations (in education) require substantive, sustained reform. (Qualitative
improvements will not happen overnight.)

Substantive. sustained reform requires systemic change. (More of the same will not
work.)

Systemic change is best promoted by a partnership between state and local agencies
(empowerment). (Top-down management does not promote systemic change.)

The state's role in an educational partnership is to estabiish vision and goals, set
standards, provide support, monitor achievement, cultivate and validate local
reforms, and provide sanctions, as a last resort.

State and local agencies should be partners in gathering, interpreting, and reporting
evidence of student competence in state-mandated learning goals.

The most useful forms of assessment reflect and cultivate the most productive forms
of instruction. (Assessment can have positive and/or negative effects on instruction
and, consequently, learning.)

Multiple measures provide better estimates of student competence (triangulation) in
complex, high-level learning goals than single tests administered on a single
occasion.

Multiple measures in multiple formats administered at different times and in
different situations provide students with more incentives and more opportunities to
demonstrate competence than single, high-stakes tests. Alternative assessments
offer special needs students better opportunities to demonstrate competence.
Teacher involvement in scoring complex responses is one of the most productive
forms of staff development available.

A comprehensive assessment system should use the right measure in the right
format for the right content and purpose. Multiple-choice formats are useful for
providing reliable estimates of breadth of knowledge. Alternative assessment
formats (e.g., portfolio assessment) are useful for measuring depth and use of
knowledge and Skills for Success. Skills for Success cannot be measured in on-

demand assessments.
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Principal F
. As indicated in the attached graphic and based on the foregoing goals and assumptions,
the principal features of this comprehensive assessment proposal are as follows:

1. This proposal represents a partnership between state and local education agencies in
gathering and utilizing evidence of individual student competence in state-mandated
learning goals.

2. The partnership in assessment is represented as parallel but independent sources of
evidence. (Partners must have substantive roles and meaningful choices.)

3. The partnership is intended to provide reliable, accurate estimates of student
competence while simultaneously supporting local choices and reforms in
instruction and assessment.

4. State-mandated tests are end-of-course tests with adjustments for variations in local
curricula. Local assessments are end-of course and/or curriculum-embedded
assessments.

5. State tests are in multiple-choice plus short-answer, open-ended-response format.

. These tests will measure breadth of knowledge and provide reliable, valid data to
anchor evidence of student competence from multiple sources.

6. Local agencies will choose their own measures from an array of possibilities:
®  Existing CRTs in use by the LEA. Some adjustments in content covered may

be required;
e  Alternative assessments in place, under development, or desirable in the LEA;
e  Alternative assessment formats might include performance assessments,
portfolio assessments, and extended school or community projects.

7. Local assessments should measure depth and use of knowledge and skills. Local
assessments will provide better qualitative data than state tests and better
opportunities for special needs students. Local assessments will provide the gnly
opportunity to measure competence in Skills for Success, which are state-mandated
learning goals.

8. The state will provide guidelines for use of alternative assessments. If the state joins

. the New Standards Project, the locals will have access to alternative assessments and

training in their use.



9. Local assessments will be scored locally with, for example, scoring tools developed
in collaboration with the contractor or New Standards. Some degree of |
standardization in the use of alternative assessments will be necessary to compare
results.

10. The state could audit local scores by double-scoring a sample of student responses
(as in the New York State Regents exams). This practice would provide guidance
for targeted staff development as well as continuous improvement in the quality of
data from local assessments to compare results.

11. In effect, state and local assessments would cross-validate each other, Over time, as
local assessments are validated, it would be possible to reduce state testing from a
census to a sample administration. At that point, systemic reform in assessment
would be successful.

12. The student's perspective is equally important. The scoring model in this proposal is
compensatory. That is, instead of a “do-or-die” test administration (high-stakes
testing at its worst), students will have several opportunities to demonstrate
competence in the learning goals. Lower performance on one measure can be
balanced by higher performance on another. All testing is targeted at learning goals.
There is no “retesting” or “remediation,” no repetition. Follow-up is targeted at
specific learning goals, not tests or courses. Gains are incremental, with the goals
known explicitly in the beginning, successes accumulated along the way, and
meeting the standards for graduation clearly possible for every student. Such a
comprehensive assessment system should promote rather than just record success.
Without building principles of learning and motivation into the assessment system,
large numbers of students will fail to graduate, or standards will be reduced to allow

them to do so.

Test Development/Purchase

State-mandated, end-of-course tests will be developed in collaboration with a contractor.
This recommendation is based on a comprehensive review of available tests and item pools
among commercial publishers and states with exemplary assessment practices. No “off-the-
shelf” tests or item pools exist to measure Maryland's proposed core learning goals. Maryland's

tests will have to be secure. They may exist in multiple forms and/or modules to provide



sufficient uniformity in content while still adjusting to local course variations. The state tests will
target the learning goals taught in any course configuration. What’s being measured are learning
goals, not courses.

Local assessments may be existing measures that are adjusted to cover state learning
goals. Locals may also choose alternative assessments. Such assessments, like performance,
portfolio, or project assessments, could be provided by consortia the state joins (e.g., New
Standards) or developed as a local option. State consortia (e.g., the Maryland Assessment
Consortium) and collaborations among LEASs could also provide alternative assessments. All use
of alternative assessments would have to be standardized to the extent necessary to compare
scores across classrooms and LEAs. The state would need to provide guidelines, support staff

development, and monitor use and interpretation of scores.

Test Administration Ti

State end-of-course tests should require no more than two hours of testing time per
course. Local assessments may be considered part of the course—curriculum-embedded
tests—and/or part of an end-of-course testing program. Testing time and schedules would be

locally determined.

Scori iR ing Resul
The multiple-choice section of the state tests would be machine scored and results
returned to teachers and students quickly. The open-ended responses on the state tests would be
scored by teachers locally, using state scoring tools and procedures to ensure uniformity and

reliability. Teacher scoring has been used successfully in the New York State Regents
Examinations for many years. Local scoring and consequent grading have several important
advantages:
1. Locus of control and decision-making remain close to teachers and students.
2.  Turnaround time is short enough to make the results useful and meaningful for
students and teachers.
3. Teachers have the information they need to understand student performance and

provide meaningful explanations of results to students and parents.



4. Scoring provides invaluable staff development for teachers. The learning teachers
gain from scoring will, as much as anything else, guide improvements in instruction
and gains in student achievement.

All open-ended or constructed responses in use in local alternative assessments would
also be scored on site. In the case of state tests, the state would monitor scoring of open-ended
responses by double-scoring samples of student responses. The state could also monitor the use
of alternative assessments in LEAs. The extent to which state test scores contribute to student
grades in courses would have to be negotiated and approved by the State Board. It might be
possible to set a minimal score on state tests in this design without subverting the partnership or
the high standards that drive the entire program.

Managing student progress across multiple learning goals through multiple measures
would be much more complex than simple pass/fail, high-stakes testing. But the continuous
access, rapid updating of student progress can be managed by software provided by the state.
This software would provide integrated estimates of student competence, using both state and
local assessments, a record of success to date, and learning goals remaining for targeting in both
instruction and assessment. The further along a student moves through the high school
experience, the more testing and instruction should be customized until the student has satisfied
state mandates for learning. Test modules, rather than item pools, would make this feasible.

Some students may move through the program quickly, allowing more time for
recognition or specialization programs. Others may spend most of their high school years
concentrating on these learning goals. That possibility is NOT the same as being trapped in
teaching-testing-failing-remediation cycles which end, more often than not, in dropping out of
school. Most teachers found the different consequences for high- and low-achieving students in
this model quite reasonable. Low-achieving students should concentrate on these learning goals.
State testing should end for most students by the end of tenth or the middle of eleventh grade.

That expectation would be facilitated by a four-period day.

Desi i Impl 0
This particular proposal directly addresses most of the guidelines provided by the State

Board of Education and the High School Assessment Task Force. Consequently, it is not a

simple system (as Paradigm 2, for example, is). It sets out to balance state and local needs in

assuring the accountability of individual students. Scores must be reliable estimates of the



competence of individual students, so state tests will be highly reliable and offer an anchor for
scores coming from alternative assessments. Comparability of scores across instruments,
schools, and LEAs will be ensured by standardizing alternative assessments and scoring
practices. _

In the end, however, no assessment system is any better than the extent to which its
principal users—teachers and students—embrace it. Teachers have already responded positively
to the outlines of this proposal. Many of the suggestions incorporated here come from them.
They will continue to support this proposal as long as they consider it feasible, fair and equitable
to their students, and effective for its stated goals. This assessment system will have to be
implemented deliberately and carefully over an extended period of ﬁme to allow teachers and
school staffs to solve the start-up problems that plague any complex system. During that phase-
in period, the state would have to provide schools with substantial resources in staff
development. Teachers identified that need repeatedly in focus groups. They want to make
professional improvements. If the state supports teachers and schools in a careful
implementation, this proposed assessment system will contribute greatly to the preparation of

Maryland's students for life in the next century.



PARADIGM 1:
A PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

IN A COMPREHENSIVE HIGH SCHOOL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM .
b — — _——  —- "]
STATE LOCAL
ROLE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM ROLE
[ STATE-MANDATED |
STATE TEST SPECIFICATIONS LOCAL CURRICULA
LOCALLY SELECTED
STATE-MANDATED ASSESSMENTS AS END-OF-
END-OF-COURSE TESTS COURSE AND/OR
(adjusted to local course variations) CURRICULUM-EMBEDDED
ASSESSMENTS
MULTIPLE-CHOICE EXISTING LEA MEASURES AND/OR .
AND OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENTS
EVIDENCE OF STUDENT
EVIDENCE OF STUDENT
- COMPETENCE FROM LOCAL
COMPETENCE FROM STATE TESTS ASSESSMENTS
COMBINED
ESTIMATE OF
STUDENT
COMPETENCE
OTHER EVIDENCE OF

STUDENT COMPETENCE OTHER COURSE
COURSE GRADE REQUIREMENTS
FROM COURSE (E.G.. ATTENDANCE)

ACTIVITIES - B

OTHER REQUIREMENTS .
FOR GRADUATION

para3prop.hsa



PARADIGM 2:
A PROPOSAL FOR A STATE-MANDATED
END-OF-COURSE TESTING PROGRAM
FOR HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION

Introducti

Members of the State Board of Education have discussed this kind of proposal for a high school
testing program on numerous occasions over a period of more than a year. The goals and purposes of
this proposal are exactly the same as Paradigm 1 and therefore will not be repeated here.

The model for this proposal is the New York State Regents Exam which has operated
successfully for more than several decades. Several other states have recently implemented or are in
the process of implementing statewide testing programs, lending credence to this kind of proposal.

The value of this proposal is in its simplicity:

1. Identify academic courses where students gain required units for graduation;

2. Assess, at the end of each of the courses, student competence in the state-mandated
learning goals taught in those courses; and

3. Require students to pass those state-mandated end-of-course tests to graduate from
high school.

This is classic high-stakes testing; the stakes for students are high every time they take one of
these tests. Any failure outweighs any accumulated record of success.

The straightforward test administration, scoring, and consequences make this testing program
easier to implement and therefore more feasible than more complex assessment systems. Except for the
pass/fail score interpretation and the use of the scores, the state-mandated testing component of

Paradigm 2 is exactly the same as Paradigm 1.

Principal F
As indicated in the attached graphic, the principal features of this proposal are:
1. These are state-mandated end-of-course tests with adjustments in test content for
local variations in courses.
2. The end-of-course tests will be secure and administered in a standardized fashion.
3. Each test will be organized in two sections: a multiple-choice and a short-answer,
open-ended-response section.

4. Total test administration time for each test will not exceed two hours. These will be

timed tests.



5. The multiple-choice section will be scored by machine and results returned quickly
to teachers and students. The open-ended responses will be scored locally by
teachers (as in the New York State Regents Exams), using scoring tools and training
provided by the state. Results will be available to teachers and students quickly.

6. Students will be scored as pass/fail on each end-of-course test. They must pass all
end-of-course tests to graduate. If they fail a test, they must retake the tests and,
perhaps, the course.

7. Stwdent scores on state tests will be independent of course grades and other evidence
or judgments of competence in the learning goals. Students must pass state tests and
required courses and satisfy other graduation requirements to earn a high school
diploma.

8. LEAs, schools, and teachers will be at liberty to develop, purchase, and use any

assessments they judge appropriate in a local assessment system.

Test Development/Purchase

State-mandated, end-of-course tests will be developed in collaboration with a contractor. This
recommendation is based on a comprehensive review of available tests and item pools among
commercial publishers and states with exemplary assessment practices. No “off-the-shelf” tests or item

pools exist to measure Maryland's core learning goals.

Implementation
Implementation in this proposal can proceed rather rapidly because it requires no coordination

in use of multiple measures or state and local roles in assessment.

Some Comparisons

While modeled on New York State Regents Exams, there are significant differences between
that assessment system and this proposal. All students are not required to take regents exams to
graduate. Testing selected student populations allows New York to keep standards high on the regents
exams. Even so, high percentages of students who take regents exams fail to pass them. Students are
not required to keep taking regents exams until they pass them.

Some states (e.g., Georgia, Minnesota) have state-mandated assessments for all students, but
they are not end-of-course tests. They tend to be subject tests (e.g., reading, writing, mathematics),

and the performance standards set for those tests tend to reflect about eighth-grade levels of



competence. They are dramatically different from Maryland's intention to set high standards and
require all students to meet them.

The state testing component in Paradigm 1 is essentially the same as this proposal. The
dramatic difference is scoring and use of scores in Paradigm 1 and the coordination with local
assessments. Paradigm 2 represents a state-initiated and state-controlled assessment system with local
options having no influence or effect on state judgments of student competence. It is essentially a
doubling of graduation requirements: pass the course gnd pass the state test. On the other hand, it does
provide clear, uniform standards across classrooms, schools, and LEAs. The major problem will be

providing follow-up services to students who fail state-mandated exams.



PARADIGM 2:
STATE-MANDATED END-OF-COURSE TESTING PROGRAM
FOR HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION

STATE CORE LEARNING LOCAL
ROLE GOALS ROLE
STATE TESTING PROGRAM LOCAL CURRICULA
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PARADIGM 3:
A PROPQSAL FOR STATE-MANDATED
END-OF-COURSE-OF-STUDY TESTS
FOR HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION

Introduction

- The idea of an end-of-course-of-study test was brought before the State Board of Education in
discussions about the Certificate of Initial Mastery idea adopted by the State of Oregon several years
ago. The principal feature of this program was systemwide testing at the end of tenth grade (or
approximately age 16) to certify student attainment of high academic performance standards and to free
students to specialize or work in advanced programs for the rest of their high school careers. This
concept for a high school assessment program was reintroduced to the State Board in Maryland by the
local superintendents’ association in an effort to broaden the discussion about high school assessment
systems.

The goals and purposes of this proposal are exactly the same as Paradigms 1 and 2 and

therefore will not be repeated here.

Principal F

1. In this proposal, the state will mandate “end-of-course-of-studies” tests at the end of tenth
or the middle of eleventh grade.

2. These state tests will cover approximately two years of study in state-mandated learning
goals in English, mathematics, science, and social studies. There will be one to two tests
for each of these four academic disciplines, and each student will have to take all four to
eight tests.

3. The tests will focus on content knowledge taught across two years of study. Because of
the breadth of knowledge covered, the distance between learning and testing, and
limitations in available testing time, these end-of-course-of-study tests will necessarily be
more general than end-of-course tests. (The alternative is to sample state-mandated
learning goals for assessment.) There is no provision in this model for measuring state-
mandated Skills for Success.

4. The breadth of content covered in these tests will make multiple choice the preferred
testing format, though short-answer or essay responses could be added to the tests.

5.  End-of-course-of-study exams will be scheduled and administered in standardized

situations across the state. Exams could take two to three hours per subject.
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6.  Multiple-choice sections will be machine scored with results available quickly to teachers .
and students. Open-ended and/or essay responses will be scored locally with state
scoring tools and provide short turnaround time. The state could rescore samples of
student responses to check reliability (as in the New York State Regents Exams).

7. Performance standards will be set by the State Board of Education. Students will pass or
fail each exam. These are high-stakes tests with no local control. To graduate, students
must pass all exams, so they will have opportunities to retake the tests they fail.

8. Exam scores will be independent of any other evidence of student competence in the
learning goals. _

9. Having passed state-mandated exams, students will be able to devote the rest of their high
school careers to specialization (e.g., work/study) and/or advanced courses of study (e.g.,
college-credit courses).

10.  Any locally-selected and administered assessments or judgements of student competence
will be independent of the state testing system and will not affect state judgements.

I1. It would be possible to distinguish between those who pass all tests and those who do not,

but allow the latter to graduate if they meet all other requirements.

Test Development/Purchase

It may be possible to purchase the right to use end-of-discipline tests for these purposes. If not,
the state could collaborate with a contractor to develop custom-made instruments. The former is more
convenient and less expensive; the latter provides a better match among test purposes, state-mandated
learning goals, and test items or tasks. In any event, developing multiple-choice plus open-ended tests

will be much less difficult and expensive than performance assessments.

Implementation

Like Paradigm 2, implementation of Paradigm 3 would be relatively straightforward.

The benefits of local scoring of open-ended or essay responses would accrue to schools as in
Paradigms 1 and 2. Local benefits, however, would be far less than teacher scoring of complex,
extended responses in alternative assessment formats in Paradigm 1. Paradigms 2 and 3 are much more

traditional than Paradigm 1 in assessment formats and relationship between state and local assessments .

and agencies,
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Paradigm 3 has some advantages. If there is only one test per discipline, then the amount of
state-mandated testing is dramatically reduced from end-of-course tests. However, if there are two tests
per discipline, in an effort to cover more content knowledge, then the amount of state testing is nearly the
same as Paradigms 1 and 2. One test per discipline, however, will drive the test toward a general test of
knowledge of the discipline rather than a specific test of the state-mandated learning goals. This issue
becomes especially significant given that the learning goals in some disciplines (e.g., science) were
written with end-of-course assessments in mind. End-of-discipline tests would require revision of the
learning goals.

A major disadvantage of Paradigm 3, from the student’s perspective, is deferring testing until a
student has completed two or two and a half years of study in a discipline. The farther testing is removed
from instruction, the more it makes demands on students for retention. The more general the test
becomes, the more demands it makes on students for generalization, application, and transfer. These are
the very attributes where the most at-risk students are weakest. A test design of this sort may exaggerate

achievement differences between low- and high-achieving populations.




PARADIGM 3:
STATE-MANDATED END-OF-COURSE-OF STUDY TESTS
FOR HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION
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Assistant Superintandents of Instruction
11 May,[1998

)

N
Qver the past ssveral months, thers his been considerabie discussion about te
propesed high school assessments, and a ndmber of paradigms have been proposed.
Ouring that tme, assistant superintsnd of instruction have engaged in detailed
discussions of the various proposais. From thase conversations has emerged another
paradigm for the high school assessments. This paradigm is based on the premise that
the focus of instruction shouid be on studbnt attainment of the state learner core
leamer goais at 3 high levei, rathet than pl#ing a single test. '
According to this paradigm, school sms wouid use test items from MSDE-
deveioped test banks to assess core lurninE goais. There would be discretion as to
when the care leamer goais wouid be and items could be intagrated into
locaily deveioped assessments if desired. S ,
Students not attaining the designatediexpectation for sach assessment will be
givan targeted assistance and retestad. Attﬁning the designated expectation an each
assessment will be required for a dipiema. fA phase-in.procsss will Se used in which

the expectations for students will be increased over time.

> it is essertal to deveiop a defensible measure of student leaming that will be accepted
as adequats svidencs by both the Stats ?ou'd of Edycation and the public at large of
student mastery of high school content, | ‘ _

4 Focus should be on student attainment oft state core lesrner goais at a high level, not
an passing a et ¢

L 4 Locai schooi systams are curreny in 3 different pisces in the deveiopment of local
assessments tat no single sporoach mebts the neads of all students.

* High schooi asssssments should reflect what is known and valued about quality
assessmaernts that meet the diverse of all students. There must, therefore, be
muitiie types of assessmemts, admini aver dme, instead of a singie testing
format. administered at just one point.during a student’s high school career.

* Locai districts should have the option % determine the time of test administration.
The timing may vary from scheol to schaal ar sven fram studernt to student.

g Allowing a varisty of options for sssessing students will provide greater apportunity for
Maryiand’s diverse student popuistion tb demonstrate their attainmant of common

The high school assessments should be desi to:
*> Demnanstrate that individual students have met sxpactations on state learner goals.
¢ ' Prepare studemts for post secondary edu Ktion, enuTy into a skilled occupation or both




|
!
|

l‘

. Accaierate high schooi reform by commllinq schoois to focus on each student's
Progiess toward mastery of the ummg goais as opposad 10 merely “passing 3
course.” l

* Have both diagnostic and accountabilityipurposes. Assessments shouid be used %0
identify sStuderts who have master graduauon axpeclations st designated
chieckpaints, and ta identify specific acadcmlc areas in which non-mastary students
must focus their study. b

Miﬂ.ﬁm.nwu

State - estabiish core lsarner goais and dévelop and vaiidats tast itams o assess the
goais. : '

> LEAs - deveiop and impiement curricy N 0 support core leamer goais: select and
piscs assessmertts from the state hank; that students have mastered the cors
lsarner goais prior t0 high school grad

¢ State and LEA's - derarmine the degres to thich within-building scaring, combined with
randomized verification of scores by-the stat , Can be reasonably expected of tsachers
and provides an answer to the need for timely return-of results.

¢  Stare - establish a technical adviscry temmt that would be charged with addressing and
monitoring-vaiidity and reliability issubs, item snd test equating, and aother
psychometric aspects required for 8 “highl stakes” testng systsm.

¢ State - estabilsh outcomes, deveiop and salect iterns for the test bank (together with
procedures for establishing itam difficulty; vaiuss for squating purpases), and deveico
test specificatons to be fallowed in ennsd‘ucung and agministering the test(s) usad in

local dismicts.
* MSDE comtent teams will idemtify the lemrming goais EVERY student will be

expectad 0 master by the canciusion of im or her sxperiencs in high school.

'S Skills for success shouid be amibedded within contant tests.

* Student atainment of the lsaming gesis should be the focus of instruction rather than
obtaining a cut score on & specific test, [

> The high school zsssssmernms should mﬂ.& the puformanu of indvidual students on
the szinment of the [saming goals. .

- Mesting the learning goais shouid be a gfeduation roqu.lumont;

* The format of the asssssments may depending upon the nature of thae contant
being assassad. The format shouid perm a vanety af leveis of performancs.

* The Maryiand State Degartment of lon should deveiop tem banks which Inciude
& vaniety of types of assessmants, inciutling muitipie choics rest itemns; open anded
respansas with accompanying rubrics; piﬂ"onﬂlﬂco assesxments, with scoring keys;
and portfolios with specifications. '_

+ Each local schooi system will follow a jprocedure established by the state for the
ssiection of itemns fram the bank in the crjation of it own assassment of the /earming

goals )




TS
Individual items will not be known orior o :heir selection.

¢+ The state shouid provide the software (to support the generation of the tests in a
vaniety of formars by locats. 3

> LEAs will have the option of using the iternt banks as a part of final exarminations at the
end of courses, at the end of course of study, or in 3 battary of tasts,

* The stats will have ongoing manitoring ’feaoonsibiltw for the test by contralling the
itarns included in the bank, the specificatens or critaria used in the deveicgment of the
locai tests. and the monitering of the retilbiiity of the seoring proceduras.

¢ Locais may submit items whicir will be cahsidersd for inclusion in the bank bassd upon
an established review/appraval procsss. F

* Pravisions will exist for a fast tummunci ume on resuits.

* At the option gf the lacal, provisions shouid exist for locals to scors asssssments as
a vahicie for staff deveiopmaent and a driving mechaniam faor schoal improvement.

¢ Students who do not demonstrate mastery of the core leamer goais on thae initial
assassment will be given targeted assistance and retested. Focus needs to be
maintained on the high quality nature ofi the core lsamer goals and assesaments 5o
that this assistance avoids low-level rémedistion sometimes associated with the
functional tests. £

L ] Higher cut scores shouid be phased in :ho as not to disadvantage initial classes of
students in the impiementation of the asgessment program.

b
|

WHEN (Impjementation|

* An intensiva, statawide staff deveiopment srogram shouid bDe in piacse sufficiently far
sncugh in advance of the first administrdtion of these assessments. _

¢ The earfiest date for testing to count ag a graduation requirement shouid be set for
four years xfter the implementation of ' Middle School Milestones.

* Local school systems shiouid have flexibifty to determine the time(s) and methods for
administration of high schoei mmcnr

};

QTHER CONRIDERATIONS ; :

* Resuits from high school asssssments sh;dd be a part of a school improvement modei-
and rasult in instructional improvement. | o

+ System/schocl accountabiiity could be regorted by the percentage of students mesting
raquiramernts by end of grade 11.

> Individual taachers must have ownarshig of the state/local assessment program and
rust understand their responsibility in heiping students meet parformanca standards.

L g intensive academic supports shouid be in place to assist students who do not
demonstate all core iearmer goals initlaily. : _

> Fiscal support from the state shouid be it piscs 10 support theas tasts,

|

Seiecton of tems will be based on cin laarner Joals and the <ype of raspansae.
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HIGH SCUOOL ASSRSSMENT PLAN
CHARLES COUNTY
June 9, 199%

The following pian for a High Schaol Asscssnent System is presented a3 a recommendaton for
the Charies County Board of Education 0 forward to the Maryiand State Board of Tducation as
they continue their deliberation on 1he nature of stadent and school accoumability in the ITigh
Schoois in Maryiand. This provosai represents consensus among the figh School Princivais,
Writing Resource wmachers, Regional Administrators, the Assistant Superitendent and the Deans
of Inscruction, Rescareh and Assessment StwsT and the Coordingtor of Star? Developmene. The
pian is divided inro sections on Conrent Development, Assessment Model Description and StarF
Development.

Cantent Development

There are currently four state commitess of content specialists in Zaglisih, Vathemarics, Science
and Sociai Stuiics. These goups have daveloped goais for swdent 'sarning that should be
mastzred by the end of Higs School. Their drast document, High Scool Assessment Core
laarning Goals, was presemed w0 the Maryiand Staie Degartment of Tducation (MSDE) in
Decemier of 19%4. More refinement continues ut the dasis of ‘he document s sound.

The assessment model or paradigm that is proposed for Charics County Public Schools will meet
the following assumptions.

1) All students will receive instruction anu be assessed in order 1o meet the rigorous
standards on the Core Learning Goais.

2)  Stadents who do not meex thess standards will not gradusts from High Schooi.

3) There will be 2 system of remediarion for smdents wito do not meet sandards
that can begm early in the High School career,

The assessment model will have the following components.

1)) MSDE will develop a bank of assessment twois covering the Core Leaming
Goals. This bank will offer many different ways of measuring each goal including rmuitipie
choice questions, performance tasks and pordlio assessments, Each assessment tool will come
with ail materials necessary for sooring,



2 Fieid testing “vill build.a canlog of information abour each 10oi that “wijl
Jocument its reliabiiity and validity. By determining how much informanon smdenrs must
demonstrate in tesung, a standard for adequate performance wiil be developed. As part of the
fieid tesung of the assessment bank, standards will be applied 10 cach itemn. Since the standard is
held constant rather *han the mumber of jems correce, different forms of the test can he
constructed for sach Core Learning Goal and stil] yield comparabie smndards. This process is
used currently with the annual forms of *he functional tests.

3 There will be minimum qualificarions. or a blueprint, for constructing sews of
asscssment (oois that will be psychomemicaily sound. Obviousiy more than ane question must
be asked of smxdems before detrmming that they have met the level of learning required by the
standard. This blueprine will gnide the dsveiopment of parailei forms of assessment.

4) Individnal school systems will decermine how the Care Laarming Goals will be
distribgred across courses and sequances of courses, To facilitate carly information about a
student's performancs on these goais, every effort should be made o put 28 many 204is 8
possible into courses in grades 9 and !0. [n some cases this will not be possibie and saouid e
done only when the integrity of the curricaium is got compromised 0 do s0. With the same
admonitions. these goais shouid be covered eariv in the cuurses (firss semester) so that additional
Sment SUPPOrT can be given defore the end of the course. This will ailow the local seitool
Sysem to maintain controi of its curricutum while sull assuring trat ail Core Lezming Goals will
be :aught. For example, Charies County may wish w0 piace a different configuration of goais in
Worid Geograshy than St. Mary's County chooses.

9 Using the blusprine for congruction provided by MSDE, assessmenrs that cover
the system-seiecad Core Leaming Guais for sach course will be devcioped by sach school
system. Schooi sysems may choose different assessment lools from the bank. This allows local
scool sysusms to contiue with an assessment hilosopity that sy differ from that of another
system while maintining the same sandard for peformancs. For exampie, Charies County
may wish tD emphasize performance tasks md use portiviios and muitipie choice items more
sparingly than Calverr Csuny.

6)  The total assessment for the course may include two parts. The first will cover
lthmLmingGoﬂlmdmesmndwﬂlmcmrwmmmwmecom These
two parts couid be combrined so that the swdent only sees one assessment insoument if the
school prefirs.

N Teachers will be trained o scove the entire assessment, state and local, snd wouid
do s0. The school system will assume rewponsibility for the raining of \cachers and will monitor
the scoring to casure accuracy and appropriatencss. MSDE will randomiy seiect and rescore
portions of the assessment thar cover Core Lzarning Goals. This step will verify the accuracy of
locai scoring. Followiny this procedure will assure the state that scores are accurate while
leachess rerain ownership and respoasibility for the assessment and scaring of their own smdents'
work.

il



8) The student st pass both the sraic assessment items and ail other course
requirements mandated by the locai system in order ‘0 receive credit {or the course. It ig
possivie o allow students to reraice any portion ofthe assessment if they do not meer the
prerequisite standard with or without retaking the course. This 2so shouid be local oprion.

Stadf Development
We propose a Staff Develonment Plan 1o be implemented two years berore the assessment i in
place because 100 often star? devaiopment occars becquse of poor test resuits, Specific star?

devejonment acuvites must occur regardless of the {inal contigurarion of the High Sciool
Assessment, The following areas represent cruciai needs 3t the aigh school level,

1) lnswructional Connections:

The aigaer arder thinking skills around which this assessmenz wiil oe buiit can Yest 5
insTructed through two focus areas, One ares is s solid {oundarion in The Dimensions of
Laammng. The other sphasis shouid e the Skills sor Success witich cormect learning as
ourlined in the ather Core Lsaming Goals. This cxyctial Taning shouid »w presented as vertical
suil jevelopment througaous the syswem, including personnei it il laveis,

2) Performance Assessment Technioues:

It scemns Iikely thar the siate assessment will include 2 combinstion of assessment tools
such as multipie choics, portiolios, serormance asks, and/or projects. Ongoing training should
also be provided in the use of scarng oois, especiaily rabrics in ail content arcas,

3) Emphasizing the Core Leaming Goais and the Skills for Success

The State Soard of Sducation is Proposing major increases in the pecormance md
kngwiedge of stademts beiure they graduare from Maryiand schools. Increases are reflected in
the comment represented by the Core Laaming Goais. All starf shouid be mained in the
requiremnexts presented in the Care Lourning Goais.
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